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Suite 1000
1120 20th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036
202 457-3810

December 23, 1997

Ms. Magalie Roman Salas
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M. St., NW, Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: Ex Parte Presentation - Proxy Cost Models
CC Docket No. 96-45

Dear Ms. Salas:

REceiVED

DEC 23 1997

~ CQMMllNICATIONS COMMISSION
QffICE OF THE ~N1'f

On December 23,1997, AT&T and MCI (the Hatfield Model Sponsors or "HMS") met
with Brian Clopton, Chuck Keller, Bob Loube, Richard Smith and Natalie Wales of the
Universal Service Branch of the Common Carrier Bureau in regards to the staffs examination
of cost models for universal service in CC Docket Nos. 96-45 and 97-160. The HMS were
represented by Richard Clarke and Mike Lieberman of AT&T, Chris Frentrup ofMCI, Chris
Antis of PNR, and Brian Pitkin of Klick, Kent and Allen.

There were three purposes to this meeting. The first was to provide some additional
description of the state-of-the-art customer counting, locating and clustering algorithms
incorporated into the Hatfield Model, v5.0 ("HM 5.0"). The second was to correct several
erroneous statements about the HM 5.0's data set that were made by the BCPM Sponsors
(BellSouth, Sprint and U.S. West) in their December 11, 1997 submission of the BCPM3 to
the Commission. The most significant of the BCPM Sponsors' erroneous statements was
that the Metromail residential database used by HM 5.0 contains only 74.4 million records
covering 69% of customer locations. As the attached letter from Metromail indicates, their
database contains 98.2 million records covering over 90% of all customer locations. The
HMS have been unable to determine where the BCPM Sponsors might have secured their
inaccurate data.

The final purpose of the meeting was to provide the Commission staff with a
comprehensive evaluation of the performance of the HM 5.0 vis avis the BCPM3 at
counting, locating and clustering telephone customers. This analysis demonstrates that in
every significant regard, the HM 5.0 does a superior job at each of these vital tasks. In
particular, the ultimate facts are these.

1) The BCPM3 truly locates no customers below the CB level.
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2) The BCPM3 Sponsors' assertions that their model's purported identification of
Nnr

customers as uniformly distributed along a CB's road network is:

• An assertion that the BCPM Sponsors proffer without evidentiary support;

• An assertion that is demonstrated to be false by the only comprehensive data that
could be dispositive on the issue: actual customer geocode data.

3) The BCPM3's artifice of declaring that "clusters" of customers exist only within even
1/25th of a degree latitude and longitude meridians is:

• Without regard to significant telephone plant engineering principles;

• Is revealed to be incorrect by actual customer geocode data;

• Will result in BCPM3-modeled costs that exceed significantly those of efficiently
engineered carrier serving areas.

4) The locations where the BCPM3 places its modeled distribution areas and DLC
remote terminals are locations where there may be neither customers, nor roads.

5) The amounts of distribution cable deployed by the BCPM3 are inconsistent with the
BCPM3's other assumptions about customer location and lot configuration.

As a result of these and numerous other flaws that appear to be intrinsic to the BCPM3's
basic structure, the data set that the BCPM3 develops cannot be relied on to portray
accurately counts, locations and clusters of customers - data that are needed to model an
efficient local telephone network. In a subsequent presentation, the HMS will demonstrate
that not only is the BCPM input data set severely flawed, but its methodologies for
engineering the local network are inconsistent with the Commission's requirements for a
model of universal service costs.

Two copies of this Notice are being submitted to the Secretary ofthe FCC in accordance
with Section 1.1206(a)(2) of the Commission's rules.

Sincerely,

Richard N. Clarke

Attachments

cc: Sheryl Todd
Brian Clopton
Chuck Keller
Bob Loube
Richard Smith

Natalie Wales
Brad Wimmer
Mark Kennet
William Sharkey
Anthony Bush
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cc: Glenn Hudock

Date:

To:

From:

Subject:

December 19.1997

Ron Lindsay AtIIJ
Kevin WieseKtif

Emerson and Associates' Metromail findings.

After reviewing the document prepared by Emerson and Associates to compare
data sources utilized for their Benchmark Cost Planning Model(BCPM) and
Hatfield Cost Planning Model (Hatfield 5.0); it is apparent that some inaccurate
statements have been made concerning Metromail's National Consumer
Database (NCDB). I would like to clarify some of the following statements:
(Please note, further investigation is being pursued in relation to other
statements made about the NCDB.)

Statement: As of December 5, 1997, the Metromail database contained 74.4
million named and unnamed address records for the 50 states.

Fact: As of December 19, 1997, the Metromail database contains 98.2 million
named and unnamed households.

Statement: Hence. the Metromail database contains only 69% of the potential
addresses.....The Hatfield documentation for Preliminary Release 5.0 claims that
the Metromail database includes 90% of the 1995 Census count.

Fact: The Metromail database does have over 90% (approximately 91.5%) of the
residential addresses in the U.S.

Further. address counts listed within the document are under represented at the
state and county level (see attachments). Investigation is being made into other
geo coverage statements and will be forthcoming.

If you need any other clarifications, please feel free to call me at 402-4734866.
Thanks. Have a happy holiday.
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GEOCODE SUCCESS IN HM 5.0 METROMAIL DATA

Total MM Percent
State Records Coded Not Coded Geocoded

AL 1,545,881 1,037,888 507,993 67%
AK 206,077 77,572 128,505 38%
AZ 1,550,174 1,270,551 279,623 82%
AR 919,008 517,499 401,509 56%
CA 11,414,176 7,495,017 3,919,159 66%
CO 1,537,053 1,262,890 274,163 82%
CT 1,302,020 1,180,136 121,884 91%
DE 292,400 207,468 84,932 71%
DC 237,283 216,419 20,864 91%
FL 6,463,507 4,253,768 2,209,739 66%
GA 2,574,076 1,929,642 644,434 75%
HI 319,746 230,672 89,074 72%
10 459,866 278,944 180,922 61%
IL 3,968,590 3,198,193 770,397 81%
IN 2,154,584 1,516,597 637,987 70%
IA 1,135,534 750,424 385,110 66%
KS 1,028,924 643,968 384,956 63%
KY 1,417,444 960,881 456,563 68%
LA 1,543,749 1,173,401 370,348 76%
ME 567,903 239,836 328,067 42%
MO 1,905,984 1,584,479 321,50S 83%
MA 2,387,805 2,113,051 274,7S4 88%
Ml 3,600,779 2,887,416 713,363 80%
MN 1,926,148 1,445,467 480,681 75%
MS 906,374 500,818 40S,556 55%
MO 2,101,194 1,390,724 710,470 66%
MT 351,530 206,816 144,714 S9%
NE 645,761 419,602 226,159 65%
NV 662,679 448,938 213,741 68%
NH 493,636 287,998 205,638 58%
NJ 2,882,822 2,494,729 388.093 87%
NM 580,108 384.813 195,295 66%
NY 6,217,734 5,035,303 1,182,431 81%
NC 2,684,925 1,719,598 965,327 64%
NO 272,460 170,921 101,539 63%
OH 4,165,880 3,565,837 600,043 86%
OK 1,286,808 665,426 621,382 52%
OR 1,374,149 504,475 869,674 37%
PA 4,765,962 3,490,647 1,275,315 73%
RI 376,845 341,532 35,313 91%
SC 1,327,018 970,715 356,303 73%
SO 283,608 149,544 134,064 53%
TN 2~,058,816 1,498,383 560,433 73%
TX 6,410,218 4,903,790 1,506,428 76%
UT 647,631 470,992 176,639 73%
VT 268,329 78,370 189,959 29%
VA 2,447,591 1,740,865 706,726 71%
WA 2,141,265 1,279,500 861,765 60%
WV 698,056 304,841 393,215 44%
WI 2,072,126 1,526,473 545,653 74%
WY 188,115 122,596 65,519 65%
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BCPM2
12,000 Feet by 14,000 Feet

More Efficient Design
18,000 Feet by 18,000 Feet
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BCPM Methodology Can Have Over 18,000 Feet of Copper
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